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already	been	proposed.	However,	 less	 clarity	 exists	 about	 the	 standards	 for	what	
constitutes	a	good	quality	CJ	deliberation—we	aim	to	begin	to	address	this	gap	here.
Methods: We	identified	 the	goals	 that	underlie	CJs	and	searched	the	 literature	 to	
identify	 existing	 frameworks	 assessing	 the	 quality	 of	 CJ	 deliberations.	 We	 then	
mapped	the	items	constituting	these	frameworks	onto	the	CJ	goals;	where	none	of	
the	frameworks	addressed	one	of	the	CJ	goals,	we	generated	additional	items	that	
did map onto the goal.
Results: This	yielded	a	single	operationalized	deductive	coding	framework,	consisting	
of	four	deliberation	elements	and	four	recommendation	elements.	The	deliberation	
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1  | INTRODUC TION
Public	 participation	 in	 health	 policy	 processes	 is	 believed	 to	 im‐
prove	the	quality	of	decision	making,	enhance	the	legitimacy	of	de‐
cisions	and	build	capacity	among	both	decision	makers	and	publics.1 









problems.	 In	 a	published	essay	 resulting	 from	a	2‐day	 symposium	
of	25	deliberative	researchers,	Blacksher	and	colleagues5	identified	
three	core	elements	of	public	deliberation	processes:	provision	of	
balanced	 information;	 inclusion	 of	 diverse	 perspectives;	 and	 re‐










interactions	 between	 participants	 and	 exchange	 of	 diverse	 view‐
points,6‐8	 the	 importance	 of	 decisions	 that	 are	 better	 informed7,8 
and	recommendations	that	address	the	“common	good.”8
Reporting	standards	for	CJs	have	been	proposed	to	increase	the	






Some	 researchers	 who	 use	 deliberative	 methods	 have	 pro‐
vided	tools	to	assess	aspects	or	elements	of	the	deliberation.	This	
includes,	 for	 example,	 discourse	 quality	 of	 deliberative	 processes	









To	 begin	 to	 address	 these	 gaps,	 we	 developed	 a	 deductive	










level	was	mixed,	 ranging	 from	 some	 secondary	 education	 to	 uni‐
versity	 postgraduate.	 Full	 details	 of	 that	 CJ	 have	 been	 reported	
elsewhere.15
2  | METHODS










ity	 frameworks	or	 tools	 (focused	on	process	and/or	 content)	used	
in	CJs	specifically	and	other	deliberative	processes	more	generally.	
The	 literature	 search	was	 not	meant	 to	 be	 exhaustive,	 but	 rather,	












2.1 | Stage 1: Developing a deductive qualitative 





the	search	by	 language	or	date	 (Appendix	1).	As	 it	was	a	focussed	
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Two	authors	 independently	 examined	 the	 title	 and	abstract	of	




sideration.	Where	 an	 article's	 title	 or	 abstract	 suggested	 that	 this	
article	did	do	so,	we	read	it	in	full.	We	then	excluded	those	articles	
which,	upon	reading	in	full,	were	found	not	to	discuss	a	framework	








studies	 (forward	 citation).	 The	 latter	was	done	on	 the	 assumption	
that	 any	 subsequent	 quality	 assessment	 framework	 on	 this	 topic	
would	cite	these	earlier	references.	Finally,	we	also	hand	searched	
the	 contents	 of	 the	 Journal of Public Deliberation.	 All	 of	 the	 steps	
were	conducted	independently	by	two	authors,	with	discrepancies	
in	decisions	resolved	by	consensus.
Items	from	articles	that	potentially	assessed	content quality were 
extracted	to	form	a	preliminary	 list	of	 relevant	quality	assessment	
F I G U R E  1  Search	results
Records identified through database 
searching (n = 510)
Additional records identified through other sources
Journal Public Deliberation (n = 101)
Forward and backward citation (n = 172)
Records (studies) included in 
quantitative synthesis (meta-






















Records remaining after duplicates (15) removed
(n = 768)





Records examined (full-text 
screen)
(n = 31)
Full-text records excluded 
(n = 25)
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items	based	on	the	literature.	Finally,	we	reviewed	this	list	of	poten‐
tial	quality	assessment	frameworks,	compared	them	with	the	goals	
of	 CJs,	 and	 operationalized	 these	 to	 form	 a	 deductive	 qualitative	
coding	framework.
2.2 | Stage 2: Analysing CJ deliberations using the 
deductive qualitative coding framework
Using	 the	 coding	 framework	 developed	 from	 stage	 1,	 we	 piloted	
the	 application	of	 the	 framework	on	 transcripts	 of	 the	 jurors’	 pri‐
vate	deliberations	during	a	 recent	community	 jury	on	case‐finding	
for	dementia15	 that	was	conducted	 in	March	2017.	We	asked	par‐
ticipants	 of	 this	 CJ	 “Should	 the	 health	 system	 encourage	General	
Practitioners	to	practice	 ‘case‐finding’	of	dementia	 in	people	older	
than	50?”.	 Two	authors	 independently	 examined	 transcripts	 of	CJ	
discussions	from	day	2	using	the	deductive	qualitative	coding	frame‐
work	 to	 identify	whether	 text	 that	 supported	 the	presence	of	 the	
framework's	elements	can	be	identified.
3  | RESULTS




quality	assessment	framework.	We	read	31	references	 in	 full	 text,	



















knowing)	 a	 particular	 piece	 of	 information,	 as	 well	 as	 autonomy,	
transparency,	the	greater	good	and	so	on.




regarding	 further	 education,	 potential	 costs	 to	 the	 health	 system	
and	professional	responsibilities	of	general	practitioners.	For	exam‐
ple,	in	response	to	a	discussion	about	a	potential	10‐year	time	period	






3.2 | Goal 2: Reciprocal interactions and 
consideration of alternative views
Respectful	 and	 reciprocal	 discussions	 between	 the	 jurors	 are	 fre‐





voice	 their	own	opinions—but	 also	 to	 consider	 and	 learn	 from	 the	














and	 reciprocal	 interactions	 were	 both	 evident	 throughout	 the	 CJ	
process.	The	following	exchange	reflects	an	engagement	and	recip‐
rocal	interaction	via	a	request	for	clarification	of	views:








3.3 | Goal 3: Enhance participants’ knowledge
At	 a	 minimum,	 public	 deliberation	 has	 been	 argued	 to	 be	 “based	
on	 balanced	 factual	 information	 that	 improves	 [participants’]	
     |  543SCOTT eT al.
understanding	 of	 a	 topic…	 [and]	 leave	 citizens	 better	 informed	
about	the	 issue”.4,5	Consequently,	as	a	form	of	public	deliberation,	
a	key	aim	of	a	CJ	is	to	arrive	at	an	informed	decision	often	achieved	
through	 presentations	 that	 aim	 to	 compliment	 or	 enhance	 jurors’	
knowledge on the topic.
The	 importance	of	 this	element	 is	 recognized	 in	 several	of	 the	
identified	 frameworks.	 For	 example,	De	Vries	 et	 al10	 recognize	 its	
importance	by	identifying	both	the	use	of	on‐site	experts	and	learn‐
ing	new	information	as	important	elements	of	their	framework;	in	a	
similar	 vein,	Anderson	 and	Hansen16	 highlight	 “educating	 citizens”	







Applying the framework:	 Throughout	 the	 deliberation,	 partici‐
pants	in	the	CJ	referenced	information	provided	by	the	experts.	For	
example,	a	specific	example	offered	by	an	expert	was	considered:
(Juror	 5)	 “But	 like	 that	 lady	 doctor	 said	 yesterday,	
there	are	a	percentage	of	things	that	happen	where	
families	 have	 wanted	 them	 to	 be	 declared	 with	
Alzheimer's	when	they	might	not	be	so	they	can	get	









3.4 | Goal 4: Produce thoughtful, well‐
informed solutions
Community	 juries’	 goal	 is	 to	 be	 an	 effective	means	 of	 developing	
a	 solution	 to	a	problem	or	an	 issue	 that	 is	 thoughtful	 and	well	 in‐














Applying the framework:	 Numerous	 examples	 of	 juror	 dialogue	
during	 the	 deliberations	 reflect	 this.	 For	 example,	 this	 discussion	
about	the	prevalence	of	hereditary	dementia	in	Australia,	which	was	
raised	in	one	of	the	expert	presentations:
(Juror	 2)	 “Really	 what	 we	 found	 out	 yesterday,	
that	 the	 family	 history	 is	 very	 much	 non‐existent,	
that	 they	 said	 it's	 about	45	 families	 in	 the	whole	of	
Australia	that	have	been	identified.”	(Juror	5)	“As	he‐
reditary?”	 (Juror	 8)	 “That's	 only	 identified	 that,	 you	
know,	there's	probably	a	 lot	more	that	haven't	been	
identified	 in	 the	 findings.”	 (Juror	 2)	 “Is	 there	 family	
history	because	of	lifestyle?”	(Juror	7)	“No,	genetics.”	
(Juror	8)	“Genetics.”	(Juror	2)	“Does	it	say	that?”	(Juror	



















case‐finding	 of	 dementia	 in	 people	 older	 than	 50?”	 clearly	 and	









than	 the	GP	 and	 early	 intervention	 and	 prevention,	
that	 there	 should	 be	 awareness	 and	 education	 out	
there	in	the	public	sector	for	everybody	to	make	their	
own	choices.		 (p118)
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3.5 | Goal 5: Provide reasons for recommendations
Community	juries	need	to	not	only	produce	a	recommendation—but	
one	 that	 is	 backed	by	 reasons	 or	 justifications.4,5	 This	 goal	 recurs	
throughout	 the	 frameworks	 identified	 in	 the	 literature.	 For	 exam‐
ple,	De	Vries	et	al	 stress	 the	 import	of	 “justification	of	opinion,”10 








Applying the framework:	 The	 community	 jurors	 offered	 a	 wide	
range	of	reasons	for	their	recommendation	against	case‐finding	for	
dementia.	 These	 included	 the	 following:	 the	 absence	 of	 effective	
treatments,	 timing	 in	 the	 course	 of	 disease,	 impact	 of	 the	 results	







3.6 | Goal 6: Produce recommendations from a 
societal (rather than individual) perspective
Community	juries	bring	community	members	together	to	answer	an	
issue	or	challenge	not	 from	a	personal	perspective	 (what	 the	 juror	















It's	 different	 to	 my	 opinion	 on	 individual,	 because	
would	I	go	and	do	it,	no".		 (p41)














Community	 Juries	more	 explicitly.4,5	 The	 proposed	 coding	 frame‐
work	addresses	 these,	by	using	eight	questions	which	are	directly	
mapped	 to	 quality	 frameworks	 identified	 from	 the	 literature.	 The	
proposed	framework	brings	together	these	goals	and	quality	frame‐
works	 and	 operationalizes	 them	 by	 developing	 questions	 to	 help	
guide	 analyses	 of	 deliberative	 transcripts.	 The	 coding	 framework	
has	the	potential	to	improve	the	use	of	CJs	by	demonstrating	their	
capacity	 to	uphold	 the	goals	of	deliberative	processes	 to	produce	









ple	CJs,	 experimented	with	methods	 (eg	 recruitment,	 presentations	







been	derived	 from	 two	 key	documents,4,5	 as	 this	 leaves	open	 the	
possibility	 that	 additional	 goals,	 considered	 elsewhere	 in	 the	 liter‐
ature,	may	have	been	missed.	The	comprehensiveness	of	these	six	
goals	will	 therefore	have	 to	be	 formally	corroborated.	However,	 it	
is	reassuring	that	most	of	the	six	goals	considered	here	are	echoed	
elsewhere	 in	 the	 literature	 on	 the	 theoretical	 goals	 that	 under‐
pin	 community	 jury	 and	deliberative	 democracy	 approaches	more	
generally.6‐8	Likewise,	 it	 is	a	potential	 limitation	that	 in	developing	
this	coding	framework,	we	have	also	explored	its	use	in	one	CJ.	We	
welcome	other	CJ	 researchers	 to	use	 this	 framework	 to	assess	 its	
validity,	 generalizability	 and	 reliability.	We	have	planned	 a	 second	
pilot	evaluation	to	compare	the	researchers’	qualitative	assessment	
of	each	of	the	framework's	items	from	the	CJ	deliberative	transcript,	





democratic	 techniques	are	upheld.	This	coding	 framework	has	 the	
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APPENDIX 1
LITER ATURE SE ARCHE S
1.	Search	of	the	PubMed	database:
Search	 string:	 ((((deliberative	 democra*[Title/Abstract]	 AND	
quality[Title/Abstract]))	 OR	 ((community	 jur*[Title/Abstract])	 AND	
quality[Title/Abstract]))	 OR	 ((citizen*	 jur*[Title/Abstract])	 AND	 qual‐
ity[Title/Abstract]))	 OR	 ((public	 deliberat*[Title/Abstract])	 AND	
quality[Title/Abstract])
2.	Search	of	the	ProQuest	database
Search	 string:	 AB("deliberative	 democral*"	 OR	 "community	 jur*"	
OR	"citizen*	jur*"	OR	"public	deliberat*")	AND	quality
3.	Hand	search	of	the	contents	of	the	Journal of Public Deliberation
4.	Forward	(cited	by)	and	backward	(citing)	citation	searches	of	the	
included	articles.
